
Ford to Offer Optional
Emergency Call System
On Continental in 1996

Ford, Motorola, Westinghouse
collaborate on GPS-based sys-
tem. Calls to be routed to
Westinghouse center in Texas,
then re-routed to local re-
sponders. Target price below
$700. Motorola, Westinghouse
eye the aftermarket.

Ford Motor Company’s Lin-
coln-Mercury Division will offer
an emergency response system
employing automatic vehicle lo-
cation (AVL) as an option on the
Lincoln Continental in the 1996
model year. The product, called
the Lincoln Remote Emergency
Satellite Cellular Unit (RESCU),
is based on a unit combining
global positioning system (GPS)
and cellular technology that
Motorola announced last year
(see Inside IVHS,  Dec. 5, 1994).
Motorola, Ford’s Automotive
Components Division and the
Westinghouse Communications
Systems Division jointly devel-
oped the Lincoln version of the
system. Ford introduced the
product at the New York Auto
Show earlier this month.

The system allows a motor-
ist in distress to summon help by
pressing one of two buttons lo-
cated in the Continental’s over-

Continued, page 4
                  

HELP, UPS Fart Ways
Over PrePass Transaction Fee
UPS objects to paying “tax” to use
HELP’s PrePass system. HELP calls the
fee a voluntary charge for premium
service. California carrier says com-
pany saves at least $3.75 each time
a truck bypasses a weigh station.
Advantage l-75 official distinguishes
between basic and value-added
services.

“A matter of philosophy” lies at
the heart of a decision by United Parcel
Service (UPS) not to become a cus-
tomer of HELP, Inc., says Kevin
Sondrup, manager of automotive en-
gineering at the Atlanta-based pack-
age carrier. HELP is the not-for-profit
organization formed to develop I T S
services for commercial vehicle opera-
tions (CVO), beginning on a corridor
in the western U.S. UPS issued a press
release earlier this month to say it won’t
participate in HELP’s PrePass electronic
clearance service because HELP is
charging motor carriers a transaction
fee (see Inside IVHS, April 10, 1995).

“The company attributes its move
to HELP, Inc.‘s newly adopted promo-
tion of the ‘pay for pass concept’ for
electronic vehicle clearance that it said
will be an unfair new form of taxa-
tion,” says UPS’ April 5 release.

U P S  is “just flat wrong” to call the
transaction fee a tax, says Richard
Landis, executive director of HELP in
Phoenix. “We’re purely voluntary, and

        .  

as such it cannot be a tax.”
HELP’s PrePass service, which is

just becoming commercially opera-
tional in California, uses weigh-in-
motion (WIM), automatic vehicle clas-
sification (AVC) and automatic vehicle
identification (AVI) technologies to
clear trucks so that they don’t need to
stop at state weigh stations and ports
of entry. UPS trucks participated in the
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federally-supported HELP/Crescent
 demonstration, which tested the con-

cept and technology before participants
moved on to develop a commercial
service.

ii:::::ii:::::ii:::::ii:::::ii::::: “We feel we have paid for
 the infrastructure in ourii:::::

ii::::: taxes and fees that go to the
system already-m illions

 and millions a year."ii:::::ii:::::ii:::::

The fact that HELP will charge a
transaction fee is not recent news to
UPS. The carrier does not have a mem-
ber on HELP’s Board of Directors, but
it has participated in the HELP pro-
gram for years and has sent represen-
tatives to policy committee meetings,
where the topic was discussed, Landis
says. “We‘ve never strayed from a tack
that [the commercial HELP service] is
self-financed, self-supported, user-sup-
ported. And we have had no choice on
that because there is no public funding
available,” he says.

“In all the forums and all of the
discussions, we have always said that
we did not support pay-for-pass,“ says

 Sondrup, who dates his company’s
public opposition to the concept to
1990. HELP recently inaugurated the
PrePass service by signing a contract
with California, the first state where
the service will operate. With the serv-
ice open for business, the transaction
fee official and a registration form ar-
riving in the mail, “we needed to make
a statement,” Sondrup says. UPS is-
sued a press release on April 5 to an-
nounce that while it continues to put
great faith in ITS, it “will no longer
participate in the activities of HELP,
Inc.”

Officials at HELP first learned of
UPS decision when they received the
release, Landis says. HELP immedi-
ately issued a release of its own. In
addition, Landis sent Sondrup a letter
expressing disappointment that UPS
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would not participate and debating
the carrier’s contention that the PrePass
fee is a tax.

The view at HELP is that the trans-
action fee can’t be a tax because it is
strictly voluntary. Landis calls it a
charge that carriers may pay to obtain
premium service, allowing their trucks
to be cleared on the road instead of
pulling into state facilities. “It is no
different than the price UPS pays for
other private sector products and ser-
vices,” his letter says. The fee is a means
of supporting the new service without
raising taxes or diverting money from
the federal highway trust fund, which
is needed to maintain existing infra-
structure, says HELP’s press release.

to improve a system, but a carrier can’t
participate without incurring a new
fee, “there’s an opportunity loss for a
company like UPS that pays millions a
year-or any other large carrier,”
Sondrup says.

UPS, on the other hand, contends
that since the firm has helped pay to
develop the HELP system, it should be
able to enjoy the fruits of this develop-
ment without further charge. “We feel
we have paid for the infrastructure in
our taxes and fees that go to the system
already-millions and millions a year,”
Sondrup says. The HELP/Crescent
demonstration received funding from
the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and from participating states.
The not-for-profit corporation still re-
ceives dues from member states, as
well as other members such as indus-
try associations. If tax dollars are used

U P S  feels it’s wrong to allow “the
regulatory system” to charge fees via
third parties like HELP and its system
operator, Lockheed IMS, he says. If a
state or the federal government wants
to assess a new fee, carriers have for-
mal channels for submitting comments
and also can talk with their legislators
about the proposal. But an organiza-
tion like HELP could raise fees with-
out any legislative procedure: “we re-
ally don’t know how far it could go,”
Sondrup says. He also asks whether
the system is open to other companies
that might want to offer similar CVO
services in competition with Lockheed.

Walter Keeney, president of two
California-based trucking firms-Flour
Transport and Food Express--calls the
99 cent PrePass transaction fee “very
reasonable” and says charging a fee is
“the fairest way to go both for the user
and the tax paying general public.”
Keeney has been involved in the HELP
project since 1985 and has equipped 15
of the 72 tractors in the Food Express
fleet with AVI transponders for PrePass.
These are all linehaul  tractors that op-
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erate largely on Interstate 5 in Califor-
nia. As soon as the state equips some
of its “cross route” weigh stations, Food
Express will equip more trucks.

Although he can’t speak for other
firms, Keeney says PrePass stands to
save his company $3.75 or more every
time one of his trucks bypasses a weigh
station. This figure is based on the fact
that under the best circumstances, a
stop at a scale adds at least 4 1/2 min-
utes to a trip. Savings could be particu-
larly dramatic on short haul routes like
the one between Stockton and Oak-
land. On that route, the Livermore
weigh station involves “a minimum 15
minute stop.” For trucks that run the
route several times a day, time spent
on those stops adds up quickly “Some-
times we can get a fourth haul out of a
truck if we didn’t have the scale delay
time,” he says.

UPS certainly doesn’t dispute that
automated bypass systems are valu-
able to trucking companies. Its press
announcement makes a point of voic-
ing support for electronic clearance

COMPARED
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systems and other ITS activities. “UPS vides a value-added service, such as
actively participates in other clearance allowing carriers to notify drivers to
systems which do not charge transac- call their dispatchers, that service might
tion fees,” it says. carry a fee.

One of those others was a small
test system operated on I-65 in Ken-
tucky several years ago by the Ken-
tucky Transportation Cabinet and the
University of Kentucky. The other is
the Advantage I-75 operational test, in
which UPS is participating “heavily,”
Sondrup says. Officials with that fed-
erally-funded project have told UPS
“they don’t see that they will need to
go to pay-for-pass” even after they
make the transition from test to full
deployment, he says.

“It is no different than the
price U P S  pays for other

ii::::: private sector products and
 services. "ii:::::ii:::::.

“At this point in time, there are no
plans to have a user fee,” says Don
Hartman, project manager for Advan-
tage I-75 at the Kentucky Transporta-
tion Center at the University of Ken-
tucky. “I think there’s a general feeling
that for the basic regulatory function
that a weigh station performs, it doesn’t
make much sense to institute some
type of surtax.” But if a system pro-

Hartman  notes, however, that
since the project’s official two year
operational test phase doesn’t begin
until this fall, the day when officials
have to make a firm decision on user
fees still is a long way off. The question
of who should pay for the system de-
pends on who benefits from it-state
regulators, carriers, or both. And the
facts about benefits and costs still need
to be established, he says.

Losing UPS as a customer is not a
major blow to HELP, Landis says.
“There really isn’t anything to sever.
We have not solicited them for busi-
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ness,” he says. HELP has commitments
“from a significant number of carriers”
for service in California but has not yet
actually started operating the PrePass
service or collecting fees, he says.

  

Ford to Offer...

Continued from page 1.

head console. One displays a tow truck
icon, signifying roadside assistance; the
other displays an ambulance icon,
signifying emergency assistance. As-
s&g the vehicle is in an area with
cellular coverage, the system automati-
cally transmits data, including the
vehicle’s identification number and
location, to the Westinghouse Emer-
gency Response Center in Irving, Texas.
After  sending the  data ,  i t  a lso
establishes a voice connection to the
center.

 ii:::ii:::::
ii:::::

" W e  are working on

 aftermarket versions of
 the product.”ii:::::ii::::,

T h e  s y s t e m  t a k e s  o v e r  t h e
Continental’s cellular phone and au-
dio system, even if these components
aren’t switched on, says Della DiPietro,
automotive components communica-
tions manager at Ford. While the sys-
tem places the call, a display on the
car’s instrument panel carries messages
informing the user of the call’s
progress-for example, explaining that
the system is re-placing the call if it
can’t obtain a cellular channel on the
first try.

At the Westinghouse center, an
operator at a computer console views
data about the vehicle and driver, along
with a map showing the vehicle’s loca-
tion. The operator talks with the driver
if possible, and relays the call to the
appropriate response agency. The sys-
tem at the Emergency Response Cen-
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ter includes base map data and access
numbers for police, medical and fire
emergency responders throughout the
continental United States, says Daniel
Dickerson,  manager  of  mobile
communicat ions services  a t  the
Westinghouse Communications Sys-
tems Division in Baltimore. “If you’re
in the remotest part of Utah and push
the button, our screen comes up, shows
the plot and shows exactly who to call
for police, fire and medical emergen-
cies,” assuming cellular coverage is
available, he says.

Calls for roadside assistance will
be relayed to the U.S. Auto Club, a
Ford subsidiary. Ford is offering the
roadside service free of charge during
the Continental’s four year warranty
period. After that period, customers
can opt for an extended warranty. Ford
and Westinghouse have not yet deter-
mined what they will offer to custom-
ers who decide not to extend their
warranties, DiPietro says.

Ford won’t name a price for the
product until it announces pricing for
its 1996 models, DiPietro says. Neither
has the company determined how
RESCU will be bundled as part of a
safety and security options package.
The RESCU portion of the package,
however, probably won’t be more
“than the cost of a moon roof”-about
$700, she says. The price does not in-
clude the cellular phone.

Ford also has not decided yet
whether it will offer the product, or
one like it, on other models. “We’re
looking at it very seriously. Of course,
it will be dependent on the market
response to the first application,”
DiPietro says.

Market response will also help
determine whether the system finds
its way only onto luxury cars like the
Continental or eventually appears at
the lower end of Ford’s product line.
“If the response is such that it helps to
force the cost of the technology down,
then it becomes of wider interest to all
segments of the market,” DiPietro says.
In addition, response to RESCU will

help determine whether Ford begins
offering other products based on GPS,
such as navigation systems, she says.

Whatever Ford determines, offi-
cials at Westinghouse and Motorola
seem certain that products similar to
the Lincoln RESCU will be installed in

  “Once you’ve got a wireless:::  connection with both voiceii::::: and data into the automo-::: 
 bile, you can envision a lot:::::::
 of possibilities.” 

into other vehicles, through additional
deals with auto manufacturers or
through the aftermarket. “We are work-
ing on aftermarket versions of the prod-
uct,” Dickerson says. “And that’s not
necessarily only with the Motorola for-
mat.“

Motorola’s aftermarket product,
which it introduced last year, “is in
pilot production as we speak,” says
Robert Denaro, position and naviga-
tion systems business director at
Motorola. “Westinghouse is very inter-
ested” in acting as a service provider
for the product, but more than one
organization could fill that role,
and it’s “hard to  say” whether
Westinghouse will be the first provider
when the product goes on sale, he
says.

Different service providers could
develop in different areas, “and maybe
it will be different personalities of serv-
ice in different areas,” Denaro says.
This could mean, for example, that
some providers will offer only emer-
gency service, and some will offer only
roadside assistance. In addition, others
might use the platform to provide navi-
gation assistance or help in finding
points of interest.

“Once you’ve got a wireless con-
nection with both voice and data into
the automobile, you can envision a lot
of possibilities,” Denaro says. Although
Motorola has a good many ideas,
“we’re not going to pre-judge what the
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customer is going to vote for with his
pocketbook,” he says.

In addition to Ford, Motorola’s
unit has found “a tremendous amount
of interest” from many automotive
original equipment manufacturers
(OEMs),  Denaro says. Auto companies
say that “the interest from their cus-
tomers is extremely high.” In fact, “I
think they’re finding as much as a
tenfold higher interest” in emergency
notification systems than in onboard
navigation systems, he says, adding
that the difference has partly to do
with the fact that emergency systems
will cost much less than navigation
systems.

The Westinghouse Emergency
Response Center is a new unit within
the company’s Security Systems Cen-
ter, which has been serving residential
secur i ty  cus tomers  s ince  1990.
Westinghouse has added two dedi-
cated workstations for the Ford service
and is staffing them with operators
who are “trained to operate in the
mobile environment,” Dickerson says.
As the market for the mobile service
grows, Westinghouse envisions up-
grading all the work stations in the
center to handle the mobile monitor-
ing as well as the home security sys-
tems, he says.

Westinghouse plans to use map
data from a variety of vendors to as-
semble a digital base map covering the
lower 48 states, Dickerson says. The
company will soon add maps for
Canada, probably focusing only on the
more populated southern half of the
country. “I can foresee in the not too
distant future we could add Mexico as
well,” he says.

Westinghouse isn’t prepared yet
to say what it would charge for emer-
gency response service in connection
with an aftermarket product, says
Maria Trintis, a company spokesper-
son. The service, however, will “defi-
nitely be competitive” with other prod-
ucts offering emergency response,
roadside service or stolen vehicle re-
covery, Dickerson says.
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Olympic deadline provides momen-
tum to speed ambitious regional ITS
program. Project has grown in size
and applications and Is a challenge
to coordinate. But it may not be
multi-modal if transit is slow.

Atlanta is in the fourth year of a
five year sprint to prepare for record-
breaking traffic during the 1996 Olym-
pic games. Participants say the core
elements of its new advanced trans-
portation management system (ATMS)
will be up and working as planned,
but they are cautious about saying
whether transit information will be part
of that system.

The ATMS is the first, biggest, most
important and most expensive ITS-
related project to enter the Olympic
course. It received seed funding of $58
million in 1991 through the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA).  Since then it has received al-
most $54 million more in Congestion
Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funds
and $4 million for a project imple-
menting electronic traveler informa-
tion kiosks. With matching contribu-
tions, the total funding is now ap-
proximately $137 million.

“It will be ready,” says Marion
Waters, state traffic operations engi-
neer at the Georgia Department of
Transportation (GDOT).  Elements will
be brought into the ATMS right up
until the last deadline, but these are
add-ons, he says. “What we intended
to build several years ago is all under
construction” (see Inside IVHS,  Dec. 7,
1992).

The scope of the project has grown
considerably. It has expanded into a
region-wide system that will include

transportation control centers in five
counties surrounding Atlanta. The
number of instrumented freeway miles
has increased from 10 to 60; the num-
ber of changeable message signs has
increased from 17 to 41.  Plans call for a
transportation management center to
be constructed in time for September
occupancy. Eight hundred traffic sig-
nals will be upgraded; hundreds of
video cameras and 10-12 highway ad-
visory radio (HAR) systems will be in
use on the freeways; an automated
traffic advisory telephone system
(TATS) and an electronic bulletin board
will be available, as will 200 traveler
information kiosks, according to Wa-
ters and a GDOT fact sheet. The data-
rich ATMS also will serve as the basis
for other ITS projects in the Atlanta
area (see sidebar  on page 6).

The games begin on July 20. Inte-
gration and testing of the ATMS will
be performed as its components are
being connected, beginning around
January of next year, says Martin
Knopp, traffic manager at the Georgia
division of the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration (FHWA). While most ITS
projects experience delays, in many
cases the only repercussion is having
to reschedule the ribbon cutting cer-
emony. But the Olympics and the traf-
fic it brings won’t wait in line for a
variable message sign to become func-
tional.

“It’s kind of scary,” says Knopp.
There was not enough time to develop
a turnkey package. “We’ve got 11 con-
struction contractors that are building
pieces of this thing. And just as many
consultant firms that are working
pieces, and even more agencies.” Co-
ordinating the turf side of the project
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and trying to speed decisions through
bureaucracies have been the toughest
challenges, he says.

“It’s  k ind of  l ike  prepar ing
Grandma’s meals for Thanksgiving,”
says Waters. “You’ve got a pie in the
oven and you’ve got the dressing over
here, and the turkey takes six hours to
bake, while the dressing only takes an
hour to bake. The goal is to get it all on
the table at the same time and to have
it all hot.”

 “We have managed fo cram
 what I consider to be about

10 years of work info aboutii:::::::::::: four. "
ii:::::

It’s a lot to coordinate. “Our prob-
lem is the synchronization of informa-
tion such that if you were dialing in on
a cellular phone, listening to an HAR,
driving underneath a changeable mes-
sage sign-all three of those should
have the same message,” says Robert
Franklin, the project manager for San
Diego-based TRW, the ATMS program
manager. “Our job is to integrate all of
this and bring it together.” Commer-
cial off-the-shelf software is being used
so that GDOT will be self-sufficient at
the completion of the project. The soft-
ware gives standardization and ease of
maintenance and can be easily ex-
panded after TRW leaves the project,
he says.

The GDOT design section has been
working six days a week for almost a
year, and most workers won’t take any
vacation until after the Olympics, says
Waters. That’s the downside of the
Olympic deadline. The upside is that
because of the Olympics, the project
has received a lot of money, and the
deadline has forced staff to outstrip
normal productivity “We have man-
aged to cram what I consider to be
about 10 years of work into about four,”

Waters  says .
Even with all the overtime hours,

one part of that Thanksgiving dinner
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might not make it to the table. A data-
base created by the Metropolitan At-
l a n t a  R a p i d  T r a n s i t  A u t h o r i t y
(MARTA)  ideally would be part of the
ATMS. Data from MARTA’s  transpor-
tation information center (TIC) would
fit into the ATMS like data from one of
the regional transportation control cen-
ters (TCCs),  says Knopp.

ii:::::ii:::::
"The goa1 is to get it all on
the table at the same time
and to have it all hot."

ii:::::

Most people Inside ITS contacted
could not speak confidently about
MARTA’s  ability to get its ITS system
on line and connected to the ATMS
and suggested that we talk to MARTA.
But MARTA  isn’t talking.

Early last year MARTA  issued a
request for proposals (RFP) that out-
lined a long list of technologies it would
like to implement. After receiving ini-
tial bids from vendors, it said it was
refining its requirements. Interviewed
about the procurement late last year,
Harriet Robins Smith, a transportation
planner at the authority, would say
only that MARTA  intended to inter-
face with the other ITS systems in the
greater Atlanta area to create a “multi-
modal transportation information sys-
tem.” (see Inside IVHS, Dec. 19, 1994).

Since then, MARTA  has continu-
ally put off any elaboration of its plans.
Asked late last month if it was behind
schedule, Smith said, perhaps half-jok-
ingly, “About three years.” Asked if
MARTA  will have something up and
running for the Olympics, she said,
“We have a vision that we will.”

MARTA did not return phone calls
before this issue went to press but
other sources working on Atlanta
projects say TRW has been selected as
its prime contractor-which means the
firm will be a partner on all of the ITS
initiatives in the Atlanta region. The
MARTA  project involves developing a
traveler information system. It will put

Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) tech- ties Act (ADA)-compliant signs to pro-
nology on one fourth of MARTA’s 800 vide voice information on bus arrivals
buses for real time location data; it will at some stops. When it is integrated
also utilize Americans with Disabili- with the larger system, people who
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access an ATMS information outlet will
be able to obtain transit information
along with real time traffic informa-
tion.

The MARTA  tie-in is important
and worthwhile even if it misses the
start of the games, says Waters. “It
needs to be done, it will be done. But
whether or not it will be on line for the
Olympics, I don’t know,” he says.

Denis Symes, director of applica-
tion programs at the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA)  sees a silver lin-
ing in the cloud over MARTA. “Even if
the project were to die,” he says, “it
would be a success because a year ago
MARTA  and Georgia DOT never in-
terfaced.” Before the current effort, the
two organizations were “in the same
city but on different planets,” he says.

GOVERNMENT
Grass-Roots Issues
Find Light of Day
At Texas Workshop

Participants in architecture forum
upbeat about the give-and-take.
Careful preparation focused discus-
sion on issues of importance to local
transportation stakeholders. Texas
model of participation might be
copied elsewhere-but is time run-
ning out?

In a workshop held late last month
in the Richardson, Texas Civic Center,
two panels sat side by side talking
with one another and with the audi-
ence about the national ITS architec-
ture. One panel was composed of rep-
resentatives from the federal effort to
develop a nationwide architecture. The
other was made up of state and local
transportation professionals. The au-
dience consisted of over 50 interested
stakeholders. By all accounts, the dia-
logue was productive.

“It was good to have people work-
ing on solutions and people that own
the problems on an even playing field.
That’s a new way of doing things,”
says Jerry Werner, a consultant based
in Austin, Texas who was a co-mod-
erator of the workshop.

Last year, the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and ITS
America sponsored two rounds of
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public consensus building forums (see
Inside IVHS,  Dec. 5,1994.)  The bulk of
those forums consisted of presenta-
tions by the four teams which at the
time were competing to develop a na-
tional ITS architecture. Some questions
were taken from the audience, but the
selection of the questioners was ran-
dom, the questioners for the most part
stood up and sat down in anonymity,
and there was little opportunity for
follow-up.

For the Richardson meeting, panel
members and a detailed list of con-
cerns were drawn from three prepara-
tory forums about ITS architecture that
ITS Texas held in February. To encour-
age maximum participation, the fo-
rums were held in three different cit-
ies-San Antonio, Houston and Dal-
las. Also, two of the forums were co-
sponsored by and held in conjunction
with local chapter meetings of the In-
stitute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE). Two participants from each fo-
rum were asked to sit on the workshop
panel.

Issues that came up were consoli-
dated and summarized by: Herman
Haenel, a Dallas-based consultant and
chair of the ITS Texas outreach task
force; Al Kosik, a Texas Department of

lnside ITS April 24, 1995

Transportation (TxDOT)  traffic man-
agement engineer and co-moderator
of the workshop; and Werner. The fed-
eral team received the summary be-
fore the Richardson workshop. Also in
a departure from last year, the local
organizations ITS Texas and Texas
ITE sponsored the workshop and is-
sued the invitation to the federal team.

 
 “Their preparation was

outstanding."

“Their preparation was outstand-
ing,“ says George Beronio, outreach
coordinator at the U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT) ITS Joint Pro-
gram Office (JPO) ,  and a member of
the federal panel. Other participants
on that panel came from: the DOT; the
two remaining architecture teams, led
by Loral Corp. and Rockwell Interna-
tional; and ITS  America.

At the beginning of the workshop
Richard Barber, program manager at
Rockwell, gave a brief status report on
the architecture development effort
tailored to the concerns of the partici-
pants. The rest of the day was devoted
to discussion between the two panels
and questions from the audience. Com-
paring it to the forums held last year,
Beronio says the workshop was “more
responsive to the needs of the people
actually there.” There was more con-
versation, less presentation, he says.
Barber agrees: “It was good in the
sense that it was really the first time we
really got an interactive discussion
going with stakeholders.”

“There was a very good open dia-
logue between both of those [panels]
and also a good open dialogue be-
tween the audience,” says Walter
Ragsdale, traffic engineer for the city
of Richardson, Texas, and a member of
the local user panel. The owners and
operators of city systems, streets and
local information had the opportunity
to present issues that were important



to them, he says.
Ragsdale  brought up the necessity

to reduce tort liability-“something
everybody in the public sector is real
concerned about” as more automation
is introduced into traffic operations.
Since Richardson has already made a
large investment in advanced technol-
ogy and is currently spending $1.5
million to upgrade its signal system,
he also wants to make sure that any
new technology works with what is
already on the streets. “We want to
make sure that we’ve got some back-
ward compatibility and flexibility to
move into some of these new systems,”
he says. Another critical issue in a time
when Texas municipalities are cutting
back work forces is the cost for opera-
tions and maintenance, he says.

The idea of a “congestion predic-
tion model” provoked considerable
discussion, according to several par-
ticipants. Such a model might be used
to divert traffic from freeways to city
and arterial streets-and that’s some-
thing the people who control city streets
want to have a say in. The proliferation
of electronic maps and routing prod-
ucts that could steer more traffic onto
residential streets is related to this.
There are a number of ways policy
makers can discourage traffic on resi-
dential streets, but that “opens up a
whole new box of institutional issues,”
Beronio says. It is too early to see how
issues like these “separate out into
national architecture issues versus ITS
issues versus life in the information
age issues,” he says.

Though the architecture effort is
often presented as operating on a
higher level than the issue of stan-
dards, the local participants were quite
interested in down-to-earth details.
“Standards is what makes the architec-
ture real to the stakeholders,” says
Werner. Attendees at the preparatory

*

forum in Houston developed a priori-
tized list of necessary standards. There
is an immediate need for protocol stan-
dards for transportation management
centers (TMCs),  camera controllers and

changeable message signs; in the area
of vehicle-to-roadside communications,
“the needs must be defined before stan-
dards are developed,” according to the
issues summary

“This has to accelerate,
not just be a one-shot

 deal."
ii:::::ii:::::

After the workshop, Rockwell sent
ITS Texas a list of questions on which
it would like further input. Though
some who saw the questions felt they
were overly broad, others expressed
satisfaction that at least this time
around they were being asked to par-
ticipate.

“The workshop went well and as
a result of it, we feel enthusiastic about
continuing on and providing additional
information as requested by the teams,”
says Haenel. What level of standards
requirements should be defined and
what the priority of standards devel-
opment should be are two of the ques-
tions Rockwell is asking. There is a
plan to hold another joint ITS Texas/
Texas ITE forum in May specifically to
address these issues.

Beronio says organizations in at
least five other areas of the country are
proposing workshops modeled after
the one in Texas, and the FHWA has
been encouraging them to plan meet-
ings for the summer. The national ar-
chitecture effort will be able to “syn-
thesize input up until September,” af-
ter which the effort will come to clo-
sure rapidly, he says. The teams are
charged with producing a unified na-
tional architecture by mid-1996.

Werner says he is encouraged by
the support of the FHWA and the ar-
chitecture teams, but he is concerned
that looming deadlines might cut off
the “absolutely necessary stakeholder
dialogue” that just got started. “My
concern is that we have to keep up this
process. This has to accelerate, not just
be a one-shot deal.” He says he would

like the process to expand to include
stakeholders in one region of the coun-
try talking to their counterparts in an-
other region.

Industry seeks to improve on cost/
benefit estimates developed In 1990.
Data starting to roll in from opera-
tional tests and first deployments,
but much interpretation needs to be
done before drawing general con-
clusions. ITS America committee to
examine methodologies, work to-
ward new estimates.

Proponents call it a set of new
tools for increasing mobility, safety and
air  qual i ty and st imulat ing the
economy Detractors call it a collection
of pork barrel projects and high tech
toys for the elite. Without hard statis-
tics, it’s difficult to say exactly what
ITS is worth. What do citizens get in
exchange for tax dollars spent on trans-
portation technologies? Do ITS prod-
ucts deliver enough value to create
viable markets for the private sector?

“More and more often we’re be-
ing asked, ‘Where are the numbers?’
And the truth is, there really aren’t
very many,” Donald Ome, senior vice
president at Farradyne Systems in
Detroit, told the Coordinating Council
of ITS America at a meeting in Wash- .
ington last month.

In the few years that ITS has been
a real industry, proponents making
their case in Congress, City Hall and
the corporate board room have relied
on figures developed in 1990-“the
best estimates of a group of fairly
knowledgeable people” who partici-
pated in ITS America’s predecessor,
Mobility 2000, Ome says. Since then,
dozens of ITS operational tests have
gotten underway in the US. alone,
with further activities in Canada. In
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Europe, the DRIVE II program of ITS
field tests--funded largely by the Eu-
ropean Commission (EC)-wrapped
up last year. With a wealth of statistics
starting to emerge, the time has come
to ‘begin refining our estimates,” says
Ome, who heads ITS America’s Com-
mittee on Benefits, Evaluation and
Costs (BEC).

Developing new figures on ben-
efits is important not only to sell gov-
ernments and industry on ITS, but also

to determine which ITS services really
do pay off-in both financial and so-
cial terms-and which don’t merit in-
vestment. Also, ITS proponents need
credible statistics in order to “keep the
program sold” as current elected offi-
cials give way to new ones, Ome says.
This is especially true when trying to
maintain support for projects like the
automated highway system, which
require many years to come to fruition,
he says.
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Much of the work to determine
ITS benefits in the U.S. is linked to the
operational tests funded by the U.S.
Department of Transportation (DOT)
in conjunction with state, local and
private partners. The DOT requires that
each of these projects include an inde-
pendent evaluation. Unfortunately,
many projects are taking longer than
anticipated to get off the ground, and
only a handful have been completed.

“More and more often we’re
being asked, ‘Where are the
numbers?' And the truth is,

 there really aren’t very
ii:::::  many.”
ii:::::

One of the best known of the com-
pleted tests-TravTek, in Orlando,
Fla.-generated so much data that two
years after the system stopped operat-
ing, all the results still have not been
published. “The process has been long
and painful,” but the results “will pro-
vide some numbers, with appropriate
caveats, that show what the benefits
might be,” says Allen Mertig, a mem-
ber of the technical staff at the Mitre
Corp., which works under contract to
the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA)  on ITS projects. The primary
evaluator on TravTek was Science Ap-
plications International Corp. (SAIC).

TravTek tested the use of a dy-
namic route guidance system installed
on 100 cars and used in conjunction
with an advanced traffic management
system (ATMS). Most of the cars were
rental vehicles driven for short periods
by visitors to the area; about 25 were
used for long periods by local drivers.
The project also included controlled
field experiments. One result derived
from the controlled experiments was
that drivers using the TravTek system
saved as much as five minutes on a 25
minute trip-20 percent-when com-
pared with drivers making the same
trip without route guidance. Drivers
whose onboard  systems provided dy-
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namic guidance-calculating their
routes based on real time traffic condi-
tions-did not appear to save more
time than drivers who had route guid-
ance based on static information only.
But drivers with the dynamic systems
did tend to encounter less congestion,
according to a paper on TravTek  pre-
sented at the ITS World Congress in
Paris last year.

 “We are continuing to beii:::::
 fairly successful in collect-

ii:::::: ing nuggets of information
 on what s o m e  individual
 experiences have been.”

As results like these begin to
emerge, they are finding their way into
general circulation. But at this very
early stage it’s difficult to put figures
derived from unique applications into
a broader context. “We are continuing
to be fairly successful in collecting
nuggets of information on what some
individual experiences have been” in
both operational tests and deploy-
ments, says Michael Halladay,  program
assessment specialist at the DOT’s ITS
Joint Program Office (JPO).  DOT offi-
cials are “trying to be more categorical,
or more formal” in collecting and as-
sembling that type of information, he
says. But there hasn’t yet been “a real
scaling-up effort on a real rigorous
basis” to produce a new set of figures
on benefits and determine “what it can
be nationally,” he says.

ITS America has published a fact
sheet called “Measured ITS Technol-
ogy Benefits,” which cites figures de-
rived from 10 ITS projects-some op-
erational tests and some implementa-
tions. The document doesn’t tell how
the numbers were developed, nor does
it indicate whether a given statistic
was obtained part way through a
project or as the result of a formal,
independent study that has been com-
pleted and published (see sidebar on
page 10).
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And, of course, without further
work, it’s impossible to tell how statis-
tics derived from different projects
might relate to one another. For ex-
ample, the fact sheet indicates that the
adaptive signal control system installed
as part of the Fast-trac project in Oak-
land County Mich.  produced a 19 per-
cent increase in vehicle speed during
peak travel times, and computerized
traffic signals installed in Abilene, Texas
produced a 22 percent increase in travel
speed. Based on those figures, one
might assume that an advanced traffic
signal control system generally will
improve traffic flow by about 20 per-
cent. But without details on how re-
searchers gathered data and reached
their conclusions, it’s not clear whether
such a generalization makes sense.

Researchers at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology (MIT) began
work about two years ago on a project
aimed at establishing relationships
among data emerging from seven fed-
erally-funded ITS operational tests. The
goal was to determine how results
obtained in a test might apply to trans-
portation problems elsewhere-to “es-
tablish some sort of an evaluation
framework that would allow us to com-
pare apples to apples,” says Thomas
Humphrey, region one director, Uni-
versity Transportation Center at the
MIT Center for Transportation Studies.

Unfortunately the project fell vic-

NYS Thruway Authority
Begins Pilot Operation
Of Read/Write E-ZPass

tim to the delays that have plagued
many operational tests. When the re-
search period ended, “the various op-
erational test programs were still in the
process of trying to put together data,”
Humphrey says.

Also in pursuit of a more compre-
hensive approach, ITS America’s BEC
Committee is planning a meeting in
Minneapolis in early September to ex-
amine methodologies for deriving sta-
tistics on the benefits and costs of ITS,
and coming up with some new esti-
mates. One of the people helping to
develop the program for that meeting,
consultant Walter Albers in West
Bloomfield, Mich., will draw in part on
ideas discussed at a workshop on meth-
odologies for analyzing societal issues
in transportation, to be sponsored by
the University of Michigan Transpor-
tation Research Institute in May, Orne
says (see Inside IVHS,  April 10, 1995).

At the JPO,  Halladay is leading an
effort to develop statistics on ITS costs
and benefits, in conjunction with ITS
participants at the FHWA, the Federal
Transit Administration (ETA) and the
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration (NHTSA), and with ITS
America. This work is aimed at devel-
oping the type of information needed
to build and maintain support for ITS.
It is also connected with an effort to
assess the benefits and progress of the
federal ITS program itself.

ELECTRONIC

New York State Thruway Authority
starts operating ETC system with
Mark IV equipment on closed por-
tion of its system. Plans to replace
interim system with Amtech equip-
ment at barrier plazas this summer.

Start of operations on Verrazano
Narrows Bridge could coincide with
trial on New Jersey Turnpike. Penn-
sylvania Turnpike running late.

The “real” E-ZPass toll collection
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system saw its debut last week when
the New York State Thruway Author-
ity (NYSTA) started operating a pilot
system on six interchanges in the Al-

::::::::: :::::
ii::::: “We expect that one Mon-
 day morning they will

discontinue the use of one
fag and start the use of the

 other. ”

bany, N.Y. area. E-ZPass is the com-
mon name for a group of electronic toll
collection (ETC)  systems under devel-
opment by eight toll authorities in New
York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania.
The agencies-working through a
body called the Interagency Group
(IAG) to procure a common automatic
vehicle identification (AVI) technol-
ogy-selected equipment from Mark
IV IVHS  in Mississauga, Ont. just over
a year ago (see lnside IVHS, March 28,
1994).

NYSTA is the first IAG member to
implement the new system. It was also
the only member to operate an “in-
terim” E-ZPass system, beginning in
August, 1993 (see Inside IVHS, Aug. 16,
1993). That system uses read-only AVI
equipment from Amtech Corp. in Dal-
las. The new system from Mark IV is
based on read/write technology.

The Thruway Authority installed
the Amtech system on six barrier pla-
zas near New York City and Buffalo.
The Mark IV equipment will go into
plazas on the closed portion of the
Thruway, where patrons currently re-
ceive tickets as they enter the system
and pay a fee as they exit, with the
amount based on the distance trav-
eled.

The site of the pilot installation
a segment of the Thruway running
from Amsterdam, N.Y. to downtown
Albany-is “a fairly heavy commuter
corridor,” says Michael Zimmerman,
director of administrative services for
NYSTA in Albany. Since it announced
the new system earlier this month, the

authority has been receiving “calls at
the rate of hundreds a day” from pa-
trons requesting applications to receive
ETC tags, he says.

The Thruway is offering two op-
tions for using E-ZPass in the Albany
area. Under the “Standard Plan,” the
patron deposits $10 or more into a pre-
paid account, from which the appro-
priate toll is deducted with each use.
Standard Plan customers also pay a $1
per month service charge. Under the
“Commuter Option,” a patron pays
$80 per year for unlimited travel within
a 30 mile range. This option also cov-
ers the first 30 miles of longer trips.
Travelers planning to incur tolls out-
side the 30 mile range must also de-
posit at least $10 into a toll account, so
the system can deduct the appropriate
tolls. All E-ZPass patrons pay a re-
fundable $10 deposit per tag.

Nearly 100,000 Thruway patrons
already have tags for the older system
in the New York City and Buffalo ar-
eas. NYSTA plans to continue operat-
ing that system until “mid-summer,”
Zimmerman says. Since the Amtech
and Mark IV systems are incompat-
ible, these plans could cause problems
for some patrons who might try to use
E-ZPass  tags obtained in one city to
drive through E-ZPass  lanes in an-
other city. But New York, Albany and
Buffalo are far enough apart to keep
potential confusion to a minimum.

Assuming all goes well with the
pilot implementation, NYSTA plans to
swap out the Amtech  equipment for
Mark IV’s this summer and add the
read/write system at one more barrier
plaza outside New York and two near
Buffalo. The logistics for exchanging
Mark IV tags for the 100,000 Amtech
tags now in the field “are being worked
out now,” Zimmerman says. “We ex-
pect that one Monday morning they
will discontinue the use of one tag and
start the use of the other.” NYSTA
expects to expand E-ZPass  to cover the
entire Thruway over the next several
years.

NYSTA is one of four IAG mem-

bers that said a year ago they expected
to start operating E-ZPass in 1995. It
looks as though the second authority
to get the new system running will be
MTA Bridges and Tunnels (formerly
known as the Triborough Bridge and
Tunnel Authority). The MTA currently
i s  i n s t a l l i n g  e q u i p m e n t  o n  t h e
Verrazano Narrows Bridge, shooting
to begin operation in “late August,”
says Frank Pascual,  a spokesperson for
the authority Unlike NYSTA, which is
doing its own systems integration, the
MTA has contracted with Mark IV’s
competitor, Amtech,  to integrate its
electronic toll collection system (see
Inside IVHS,  Aug. 15, 1994).

The New Jersey Turnpike Author-
ity (NJTA) has stuck with earlier plans
to implement E-ZPass on a a test sys-
tem this year, probably in the third
quarter ,  says Lynn Fleeger ,  the
authority’s director of public affairs.
Once the NJTA works out all the ques-
tions related to operating E-ZPass on a
closed toll system, charging tolls based
on vehicle classification and catching
violators, it will expand the system so
that it can be used by all passenger
vehicles on the Turnpike, she says.

Originally, NJTA officials had
planned to conduct the test by install-
ing equipment at a single plaza, near
Secaucus, N.J. More recently, they have
decided to perform a limited installa-
tion at every entrance and exit on the
Turnpike-probably equipping just
one multi-use lane at each-and give
ETC tags only to commercial buses,
Fleeger says.

The NJTA has not yet signed a
contract with Mark IV (something each
IAG member must do individually,
even though the members conducted
a joint procurement). But it would have
to sign one in order to purchase equip-
ment for the pilot implementation,
Fleeger says. Thingshave moved more
slowly than expected because, with a
change of administration in New Jer-
sey a little over a year ago, the author-
ity received an entirely new set of board
members. There have been “a number
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of issues they’ve had to bring them-
selves up to speed on” before approv-
ing a contract for the E-ZPass equip-
ment, she says. The NJTA expects to
perform its own system integration.

 The MTA currently is
 installing equipment on the
 Verrazano Narrows Bridge,
 shooting to begin operation

in "late August. "

The arrival of a new state admin-
istration also has slowed the arrival of
E-ZPass on the Pennsylvania Turnpike.
Officials with the Pennsylvania Turn-
pike Commission said a year ago that
they would implement a pilot system
on barrier plazas near Pittsburgh in
1995, to gain some experience before
tackling the complexities posed by the
closed portion of the Turnpike. Now,
with a new Board of Commissioners in
place, it looks as though it will be 1996

or 1997 before E-ZPass makes its ap-
pearance in Pennsylvania, says Mike
Kennedy, deputy executive director at
the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commis-
sion. The agency is “committed to” the
Mark IV technology and to the IAG,
but it has not yet agreed to a time
frame for implementation, he says.
Neither has it conducted its procure-
ment for a systems integrator.

The other four members of the
IAG are looking beyond 1995 to start
operating their ETC systems. They are:
the New Jersey Highway Authority,
the Port Authority of New York and
New Jersey, the South Jersey Transpor-
tation Authority, and the Delaware
River Port Authority, which joined the
IAG last November (see Inside IVHS,
Oct. 24,1994).  The South Jersey Trans-
portation Authority, which operates the
Atlantic City Expressway, is expected
soon to announce its choice of a sys-
tems integrator for E-ZPass. The New
Jersey Highway Authority which op-
erates the Garden State Parkway, last

year announced that it had dropped
plans to implement E-ZPass  in the fore-
seeable future but would remain ac-
tive in the IAG and might eventually
implement the system if it appeared to
offer a convenience to its patrons (see
Inside IVHS,  Aug. 1, 1994).

AUTO

The U.S. Department of Trans-
portation (DOT) has transmitted to the
U.S. Congress proposed legislation to
reorganize the department. Among
other changes, the proposal would con-
solidate the DOT’s 10 existing modal
administrations into three. The admin-
istrations that participate in the federal
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ITS program all would become part of
a new Intermodal Transportation Ad-
ministration (ITA-see Inside IVHS,
Feb. 13, 1995). The DOT hopes to es-
tablish the ITA in October of this year.
The proposal also calls for adding a
sixth assistant secretary position, fo-
cused on transportation technology.

ITS America has dropped-at
least temporarily-plans to publish its
new magazine, Intelligent Transporta-
tion. The decision was made early in
April, says Peter Hause,  sales and
marketing manager for the magazine
at ITS America’s Washington, D.C.
headquarters. Hause  refers further
questions about the decision to Pat
Wheeler, the organization’s director of
communications. ITS America is “put-
ting the idea in abeyance for the time
being,” Wheeler says. “It’s a good idea,
something that we want to do, but not
right now.” She declines to give fur-
ther details, noting that ITS America is
“reworking some things” and will have
more to say on the matter “probably in
a couple of weeks or so.”

John Stearns, who recently left

map database vendor Navigation Tech-
nologies (NavTech), has been ap-
pointed director of Project California,
an initiative that aims to make Califor-
nia a world capital for advanced trans-
portation technologies. Project Califor-
nia was launched in 1992 by the Cali-
fornia Council on Science and Tech-
nology, and it currently involves about
50 organizations. The groups work
within nine alliances focused on spe-
cific areas; one of these is devoted to
ITS, and another to electronic tech-
nologies for public transit.

compared with 7 percent in 1994. Ad-
vanced traveler information systems
(ATIS)  will grow from 2 percent of the
market in 1994 to 25 percent in 2001.
Systems for commercial vehicle opera-
tions (CVO), while growing in abso-
lute terms, will claim only 27 percent
of the market, compared with the 62
percent market share they held last
year. The Frost and Sullivan report
sells for $2,995.

Stearns served as president of
NavTech from 1991 until last January
(see Inside IVHS,  Feb. 13,1995).  Before
joining NavTech, he served as manag-
ing director of strategic planning, re-
search and development and emerg-
ing technology at the American Auto-
mobile Association.

By 2001, the U.S. market for ITS
will reach $656 million. according to a
new study by the market research firm
Frost and Sullivan in Mountain View,
Calif.  The study predicts that advanced
vehicle control systems (AVCS) will
make up 33 percent of that market,

The Virginia Department of Trans-
portation (VDOT) is conducting tests
of automatic vehicle identification
(AVI) equipment from Mark IV, to help
it determine whether to install that
equipment on the Dulles Toll Road.
Instead of its original choice, equip-
ment from Combitech Traffic Systems
in Joenkoeping, Sweden (see Inside
IVHS, March 13, 1995). If the tests go
well, “I would assume we would
switch,” says William Lindsey, head of
VDOT’s  administrative services divi-
s i o n .  V D O T  m u s t  p a y  f o r  t h e
Combitech equipment no matter what,
but it has issued a notice suspending
further development with the Swed-
ish manufacturer, he says.
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